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ABSETRACT

A COMPASS IN NEFD OF ALIGIMENT--D0ES UNITED ZTATEZZS AIR

A—L) = - A
FORCE (USAF) FIGHTER DOCTRINE ADEQUATELY COVEE

CONTINGENCY CPERATIONS? by MAJ Kimble D. Stohry, USAF,
35 pages.

This monograph examines USAF {ighter doctr.ne as
applies to contingency operations. The moncgraph
briefly analyzes ;oint doctrine to describe a model
the operational continuum. This provides a basiz to
study doctrine covering military operations short oI wan
which include contingency operations. The study then
examines coverage of contingency operations 1n joint and
USAF doctirinal definitions. These definiticns help

establish criteria to evaluate the three levels cf UZSAF
doctrine - bas:i:c, operational, and tactical. The
monograph then focuses on common threads in prev:ious
contingency operations to gain doctrinal insight for =he
future.
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The study concludes that USAF docotrine for
contingencies needs maintenance at all levels to
adequately cover contingency operations. USAF tactica:
level doctrine needs emphasis on fighter support of
conventional and special operations forces in contin-
gency operations. USAF operational level doctrine 1s
too outdated to meet an Air Component Commanders needs.
USAF basic level doctrine needs adiustment to
incorporate joint doctrinal definitions and concepts
that shape empioyment of military operat:ons across the
operational continuum.
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Introduction

Fighter aircraft have flown in many military
operations short of war since Vietnam. Most of these
missions were in support of contingencies requiring the
swift, effective use of the military instrument of
power. These missions were very similar to war. bu->
the pianning factors and rules of engagement (ROE! for
contingency operations were different from wart:ime
missions.

The purpose of this monograph is tc determine if
United States Air Force (USAF) fighter doctrine
adequately supports contingency operations. A
definition and short outline of the docirine developmen
process will precede an analysis of current doctrinal

definitions covering contingency operations - 2oth joln

-
1%

and USAF. (1> {Appendix ! contains deifintiticns of terms

cited but not specifically defined in the text of the
monograph. ]

Following this is an introduction of a model to
illustrate the role of doctrine in the “operational
continuum. ’ Using the previous analysis and the

operational continuum model, the studyv establishes

criteria %o evaluate USAF doctrine. This monograpn
investigates three levels of USAF doctrine - basic,.
operational, and tactical. As an anailytical framework

Lo %“est the merits of USAF dectrine. siX conuingency

bt




cperations are reviewesd, This monegraph corcluiesz Uy
bt J

discussing impliicaticns and offertin

T3

concerning doctirinal improvement for contingency
operations:
All echelons of command and all Air
Force membeis are responsible for
critically evaluating xisting doctrinsz,
as well as recommending needed modific-
ations and, when necessary, propcsing new
doctrine. <(2>

This monograph examines USAF fighter doctrine in

light of that obligation.

The Need for Dcctrine

Contingencies are a part of military operations
short of war which include all military actions
conducted during peacetime competition, conflict, and
the transition to war. (3> War is “sustained armed
conflict between nations”™ which can be “limited or
general, but whose purpose is to achieve vital national
objectives.” <4> There is a general state that is
neither peace nor war. That general state is conflict.

Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Publication (Pub) 1,

Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, defines

conflict as:

An armed struggle or clash between
organized parties within a nation or
between nations in order to achieve
limited political or military obiectives.
While regular forces may be invoived,
irregular forces frequently predominate.
Conflict is often protracted, confined to




a restricted geographic area, and

constrained in weaponry and level of

violence. In this state, military power

in response to threats may be exercised

in an indirect manner while supportive of

other elements of national power. Limited

objectives may be achieved by the shor:,

focused, and direct application of force. <5>
The application of this force occurs during contin-
gencies.

National disasters. acts of terrorism, and sub-
version can develop into contingency operations. (6
The military, as an instrument of national power, must
prepare for contingencies. <7 Publishing executable
doctrine is one step in the preparation prccess.
Military forces guide their actions in support of

national objectives through doctrine, which focuses

on "fundamental principles that are authoritative but

N

require judgment in application.” <8
JCS Pub I defines joint doctrine as “fundamental
principles that 3uide the employment of forces of two
more services in coordinated action toward a common
objective.® (9> Aerospace doctrine must be in

conformity with joint doctrine since i1t guides the

proper use of aerospace forces in joint military actnion.

Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine.

“provides broad, enduring guidance on how Air Force
forces are organized, prepared and employed. ™ (10>

The USAF bases aerospace doctrine on combat experienzc

updated through the continual analvsis of changing

'




threats, weapons systems, training, and their comoinec
effect on roles and missions.

Dr. I. B. Holley summarized the main points of this
issue in his Harmon Memorial Lecture in Military History
at the Air Force Academy in March 1974:

Doctrine is like a compass bearing, it

gives us the general direction of our

course. We may deviate from that course

on occasion, but the heading provides =

common purpose to all who travel along
the way. <11>

We will now examine the current state of USAF doctrine.

Doctrine

This section introduces a model of the operat.onal
continuum and then examines USAF doctrine. AFM 1-1
states, "Our military forces must be capable of
achieving victory across a wide spectrum of conflict or
crisis. This spectrum is a continuum defined by a
magnitude of the desired objectives. ™ <12>

In understanding the operational continuum, one
must investigate “emerging” joint doctrine. Emerging
doctrine is that which is in some form of draft or
test stage not yet published. (i3> JCS Pub 3-C,

Doctrine for Joint Operations, now 1n Final Draft,

defines the operational continuum that AFM 1-1 briefly
describes. 14>

The operational continuum is "a range o! operations




in ascending levels of hostility and occurring within

three general states - peacetime competition, conflict

and war. (15> To visualize this continuum, LTC Tom

Smith (USA), a joint doctrine writer at the US Army
Command and General Staff College, designed the

model in Figure 1. <16

Transition to War

TAXATATRTAT AR
NN YA
NI RN Y

Military
Operations
Short of

War Warfighting

FIGURE 1: THE OPERATIONAL CONTINUUM

Several terms on the model require definition.

Peacetime competition is a "non hostile state where:in

political, economic, psychological, and military

measures, short of U.S. combat operationz or active
support to warring parties, are employed to achieve
national objectives.” (17> Also, transition to war

state where commanders transition from the states of

18




peaceful competition or conflic+n. to war. 18
Based on the model there are three Zfeneral ztaves

where military operations short of war occur - peacetime

competition, conflict, and the transition toc war. Ther

]

are two general states where warfighting occurs, the
transition to war and war. Warfighting is not a

defined t%erm in Websters II or JCS Pub 1. For this

monograph warfighting is defined as combat actions or
missions performed during the state of war. <19>

Emerging joint doctrine also describes three level:=
of war - strategic, operational, and tactical. <20, Az
the tactical level, units or task forces focus military
power by executing missions. A misgsion is "“a duty
assigned to an individual or unit.  <21> To visual:ze
the operational continuum and the three levels of war.
see the modei in Figure 2.

The sword illustrates the instrument of military
power which the National Command Authority (NCA) telds.
0Of the three levels, the tactical level is the most
focused. Command, contiol, and communications

procedures outlined in JCS Pub 2, Unified Action Armed

Forces (UNAAF), -onnect all levels. The model shows
three distinct levels for clarity. In reality 1t can bSe
difficult to distinguish between the operational and

tactical levels of war. Clear doctrine aids divis:on

of respecneibility at each level. All three leve.x

fe]}
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FIGURE 2: THE OFERATIONAL CONTINUUM AND LEVELS OF WAER




combine to {ocus the direct application of
military force tactically.

Most Air Force Officers would think of these
contingency operations only on the tactical level az
missions. But, all contingencies also lLave sStrateg:c
and operational impacts. (22> Tactical Air Force
missions include:

Counter Air
Air Interdiction
Close Air Support
Special Operat:ions
Airlift
Aerospace Surveillance
and Reconnaissance
Aerospace Maritime Operations
"These missions can produce specific effects and

influences in deterring war, defending the US. and

conducting warfare.” <23> AFM l-1 mentions that a:r

0]

forces should be capable of achieving victeory across a
wide spectrum of conflict or crisis. These Air Forcs
missions are planned, directed, and executed across =zhe
operational contiauum at all three levels of war. <24,

To support these tactical missions there are 2
number cof specialized tasks which "enhance the =2xecu-.on
and successful completion of Air Force®™ and “other serv:ic

misz1onsg. Air

-
|9
Iy

orce spec:iralized tasks :1nciude: o

Ay

W




Aerial Hefue‘lnd
Electrcnic Combat
Warning; Commana, Con

Communications (C
Intell:8ence
Aercspace Rescue and Recovery
Psychological Operations
Weather Service

oL, And

-
T
3)

Air Force tactical missions and speciali:zed <zzks
can support contingency operations. <26 In concept,
caonventional and zpecial operations forces will
zoordinate at the joint task force (JTF) level cn
contingencilies. <277 It’s now imporzant to define -—erng

because confiict, specifically low intensiwy cenflict

paa

(LIC), does not equal special operations. JCS Pub

will soon define LIC as:

Political-military confrontation between
contending states or groups beliow
conventional war and above the routine,
peaceful competition among staies. I
frequently 1nvolves protracted strugglesz
of competing principles and i1deolog:es.
Low intensity conflict ranges from sub-
version to the use of armed force. It 1s
waged by a combination of means employing
political, economical, informational, and
militar_, instruments. Low intensity
conflicts are often localized, generally
in the Third World, but contain reg:oral
and global security implications. <28’

Special Operations are:

0

’J'U

erations conducted by specially

ain d equipped, and organized DOD
‘orc against strategic or tactical
targets in pursuit of natiocnal military,
political, economic, or psychological

ot
ID

>

objeatives. These operations may be
conducted during peri:ods of peace or
neztilities, They may support conven-
tional. operations, or they may be




2y
[
o
LR

rrosecuted independently when -he u
conventional forces is either
inappropriate or i1nfeasibie. -25°

o
/]
|D
3
o
13
3
b

By definition. special operations cover =th
operational continuum at all levels of war (See Figurs
3). In contras%, LIC (zans insurgency) ccvers only <he
general states of conflict and transition to war. Thiz
distinction is important in determinatiocon of future
concevts of employment for tactical forces. in an era
of declining budgets, services will accomplish the:r
current missions with fewer resources. Az an exampl.e.
what are the requirements of the USAF for A-10s 1n
support of LIC? <30>

The A-10 is generally thought of as a single
mission aircraft, close air support (CAS). Aircraft,
Air Force missions, and the general states where thevw
fly are different entities. Employment scenar.cz used
:n decision making shculd span the operationai
continuum. This allows assessment of different
possibilities. Concepts of future employment should
guide decisions on which aircraft to buy, retain, or
phase out. Therefore doctrine and definitions will
affrct future decisions on weapons systems.
Infortunately that does not solve the doctrinal problens

posed by contingencies.

10
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Insurgency

Operational

Spagial
Oparations

FIGURE 3: LIC VS SPECIAL OPERATIONS IN THE OPERATIONAL

CONTINUUM
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For example, the initial draft of JCES Fub 3-97,

Doctrine for Join® Operations In Low n*tensgsi+y Condliice.

describes four categories of military activities 1n LIC
- insurgency and counterinsurgency, combatting terrorism
(CT), peacekeeping, and peacetime contingency operat:ons
(PCOs) . 31> Is CT a special operation, a contingency
operation, or both? This is an important question
because the type of operation dictates the type of
forces employed. CT missions involving primarily spec:ia.
operations forces can require conveniional fighter
support in emergency situations. Alszo contingency
operations can employ fighters and special operat:i:onsz
forces together in a JTF to combat terrorism. <32>

State sponsored terrorists like Hezbullah hold
American hostages and threaten to seize more. Future
contingency operations concerning state sponsored
terrorism are possible. Such contingencies could
involive joint conventional and special operations
forces. Where penetration of hostile airspace 18 a
problem, these operations could include fighters. (33>

By definition LIC and gpecial operations are
discrete entities. <34> LIC is an environment and
special operations are activities. Contingency
operations can require the employment of conventicna.
and special operations forces 1n more environments than
Just LIC. <35> To help illustrate this prcblem, consider

a hypothetical terrorist situation invelving Hecbullalh.

12
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USAF DOCTRINE AND THE OPERATIONAL CONTINUUM
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but the manual 15 primarily orirented towarcs
warfighting. <4%5> AFM 1-1 treats special operations
as a single purpose mission complementary only to
conventional general purpose force operations.
Conceptually, fighters could not support special
operations forces in this narrow definitional
framework. (46> The Air Staff is rewriting AFM 1-1 o
align 1t with published joint doctrine. <47 A brief
review of USAF operational doctrine is needed now
because of the close relationship between the
operational plan and tactical mission execution.

Lt. Col. John Skorupa commented on USAF operational

level doctrine in his book, Self Protective Measures to

Enhance Airlift Operations in Hostile Environments:

On review of AFM 2-1, Tactical Air Operations
Counter Air, Close Air Support, and A:r
Interdiction, and AFM 2-4, Tactical Air Faorce
Operations Tactical Airlift, one s struck by
how olid they are (2 May 1969 and .10 Augus:z
1966, respectively). Conceptually, they fall
short on several scores: they predate Air
Land Battle doctrine (circa 1882); they contain
no mention of joint SEAD [Suppression of Enemy
Air Defenses) missions: and short of
traditional references to gaining air
superiority over enemy air forces and
suppressing or destroying surface-to-air
defense systems, they do not say how airliit
is to proceed. <48’

Current USAF operational doctr:ine 13 too outdated
to be of much use to an operational level ccmmander.
Evolving weapons technolcgy and ioint operations have made

1t obsolete. (49 Mv review of USAF operaticonai fighter

17




doctrine i1ndicates 1% is deficient in coverage oI
contingency operations. MAJSCOM's have =ried =<c¢ updiave
USAF operational doctrine during the last decade. <50
Fcr some reason, drafts of this doctrine suffered
"political death”™ at the Air Staffi (51>

Operational level joint doctrine existz 1n Field

Manual (FM) 100-20/AFM 2-20, Military Operations in LOW

Intensity Conflict (7 March 1989, Final Draft’. Thius

manual describes the general state of conflict on the
operational continuum. Discussions of USAF combat
operationg must be added to AFM 2-20 in the future since
they span the operational continuum. <{52> Fresh USAF
operational level doctrine must also cover peacetime
competition, transition to war, and war to completely
cover the operational continuum.

There is no single source operational level doc-
trine i1in the USAF that covers the operational continuum.
USAF operational level doctrine is weapon sys%tem or
mission area oriented - bomber, fighter, transport, and
special operations. <(53> At the operational level, an
air component commander (ACC) commands many types of
aircraft. Different aircraft types can fly together or
support each other on common missions. <54> An ACC
needs current operational level doctrine to guide him 1in
direction of tactical missions. <55> Now lets examine
Air Force tactical doctrine with our criteria.

Tactical level doctrine applies basic and

18




operational doctrine to military actions by descr.:ting

the prcper use of specific weapons systems w0 accomrii

0
4]

detailed objectives. (56> Fighter pilots write and are
most familiar with tactical ievel doczirine. I
describes missions and specialized tasks.

Contingency operations are covered in the Tactical

Air Forces Multi Command Manual (MCM) 3-1 Volume (Vol.)

I, Mission Employment Tactics Tactical Empliovment,

General Planning and Employment Considerations. Unified

command air forces like Central Air Force (CENTAF),
Pacific Air Force (PACAF), and United States Air Forces
Europe (USAFE), have theater tailored mission commander
checklists. These checklists can be used to package
forces for contingency operations. Air Force Special
Operations Command (AFSOC) and Air Force Southern
Command (AFSOUTH) currently do not have checklists but
generic principles from the others could be used. weszons
learned from the raid on Libya and other pertinent
contingencies are present. MCM 3-1 Vol. I 1includes
tactical interface with SAC and special operations
aircraft. <57> The rest of the volumes in the MCM 3-1
series are aircraft type or mission specific.

Aircraft and mission specific volumes in the MCM
3-1 series generally cover classified tactics.
shows an unclassified review of the status of the MCM
3-1 series regarding contingency operations and special

operations forces coordination. (583
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TABLE 1: MCM 3-1 VOLUMES VS MOCNOGRAPH CRITEERIA

Do the manuals contain provisionz for coniingency
operations and Special Operations Forces coordinaticn’?

Contingency Special

Operations Operations
Vol. 1, General Planning Yes Yes
Vol. 2, Threats No No
Vol. 3, A-10 No Yes
Vol. 4, F-15 No Yes
Vol. 5, F-16 No Yes
Vol. 6, F-111 No No
Vol. 7, F-4 Yes Yes
Vol. 8, Forward Air Control No Yes

[0A-10, OV-10,0A-37, 0T-37]

Vol. 9, RF-4 No No
Vol. 10, Wild Weasel No No
Vol. 11, A-7 Yes Yes
Vol. 12, F-106 No No
Vol. 13, EF-111A No No
Vol. 14, Strategic Air No No
Defense
Vol. 15, AWACS [E-3] No No
Vol. 16, Compass Call Yes No
[EC-130H]

Less than half of the MCM 3-1 series volumes
address contingency operations or fighter support of
special operations forces in contingencies. We'il now
examine the historical record to gain 1nsight for the

future.
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Historical Evidence of Fignter
Operations During Contingencies,.

History provides many examples of fighter support
in contingency operations. Analyzing these examples
provides an excellent tool for evaluating Air Force
tactical doctrine. The examples chosen are the Mayague:z
rescue, Desert One, the Marine deployment 1i1n Lebanon,
Grenada, the Achille Lauro incident, and the Libyan
Raid. Each operation had strategic oblectives and
operational level command and control procedures but all
were tactically executed as contingency operations.
Theoretically, doctrine should cover these type of
operations at all levels of war:

We definitely need a body of air

principles backed by the historical

evidence of air employment.

-- Major General John Barker

April 1952 (59>

The Mavaguez

On 6 May 1975, Khmer Rouge gunboats fired upon and
boarded the S.S. Mayaguez, an American co¢ntailner sh:ip.
An American captain piloted the Mayaguez, with a crew of
39 licensed American mariners. <60> Remembering the
politically sensitive Pueblo incident, President Ford

acted quickliy to resolve the crisis miiitariiy. <61 An
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unarmed USN P-3 Orion subhunter found the Mayaguez,
recelving heavy machine gun fire on overflizh=-. JEAF
fighters were quickly summoned to provide armed presen
overhead. The ROE allowed the fighters to return
hostile fire i1f necessary to deter movement cf{ the
Mayaguez. (62> Later ccnventional USAF and TSN fi:ghte
airstrikes supported recovery of the ship and crew. Th
American captain credited the "strong American a:r
response on 13 and 14 May  with impressing the Khmer
Rouge about American resolve. (67 .02 ~reration las-e
4 davs employing fighte : 1n support of conventional

forces.

Desert One

Iranian students seized the American embassy 1in
Tehran, Iran on 4 November 1979. <64, A speciral
operation launched to recover the hostages., but ended
tragedy at Desert One. There was precedent for this
type of operation in Otto Skorzeny's rescue of
Mugsolini <65>, the Son Tay Prisoner of War (FPOW)

rescue attempt, and the Israelii commando rescue of

~

hcstages at Entebbe, Uganda. <66
Helicopter and transport priots Zlew at very low

altitudes on their Desert One 1ngress to avoid radar

detecticon. Iranian radar 3:%235 <-oul have launched

fighterz %o intercerpt and “idate the uUnknown
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target=z". This ceuvid have wmzelled dizasgter -7 o2
migsion. A7 A @imilar situation cocurred Dr Moror

Vietnam when Son Tay raiders 1ngresszed zimul-zna>.zly
with a high profile diverzion airg=orii:z wel ! - ; .
~f *Hheir rous:. AE Srr Tay LoourreI Ioris?onow
Tresident Tarter cancelled Tezert One'z placoe Dl
ALTETLYIL - = e 4 “azons. LeIerT Trnecs
s Tafde rezfue wasz not war. Navy fighters were on call

if needed though. <69>
After an RH-53D flew into a parked EC-!30E at
Desert One, the mission was aborted leaving behird
remains, much equipment, and classified material.
Col. Charlie'Beckwith, the ground mission commander,
requested a U.S. Navy airstrike to destroy the abandoned
equipment. President Carter cancelled this fighter miss:ion
also because of concern apout civilian casualties.
Ironically, Iranian fighters "“strafed and bombed the
hollow choppers at Desert One” later that day. <70~
Desert One was conducted primarily by Spec:ial
Operations Forces. Conventional fighter airstrikes were

planned as back up in an emergency.

Lebanon

The USN and Marine Corps (USMC) deployment to

Lebanon (August 1982-February 1984) started as a

5]
(-
o

peacemaking operation. The initial draft of JCS
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3-07 defines peacemaking as "a type of peacetime
contingency operation intended to eztablizh or restore
peacsa and order %through the use of force.  <71> The
Marines were an “interposition force to separate the
staggering Lebanese government from the feuding
religious mil:itias and their powerful Syrian and
Lebanese associates.”™ <72>

Events deteriorated by summer 1983 when Marines on
presence duty received frequent hostile fire. When
Israeli forces withdrew from southern Lebanon in
September, hostile artillery shelling against Marines
increased. On 19 September, USN ships supported
LLebanese Army units with naval gunfire. This shelling
changed the role from “peacemaking”™ to “"protector of the
Lebanese government.” ™ (73> On 23 October 1983, a
Hezbullah terrorist drove an explosive-filled white
Mercedes into the Marine Headquarters killing 241
people. “For the Marines, it was the greatest loss of
life in a single day of ccmbat since the assault of Iwo
Jdima in 1945." (74> This terrorist bombing exploded
more than the headquarters, it triggered a retaliatory
response. A hastily ordered fighter airstrike and nava:
bombardment accomplished little. Minimal planning time
affected the mission results of the airstrike. (75>

The Lebanon contingency began with ambivalent guid-
aAnce as a peacemaking operation. Retaliatory fighter

airstrikes supported conventional forces under terroriss
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attack.

Grenada

On 24 October 1983. Special Operations Forces ($0OF)
began missions %to rescue American students and pol:ticzl
detainees on the Caribbean izland ¢f Grenada. Anti-
aircraft artillery (AAA) fire thwarted one SOF aviat.on
attack by the 160th Aviation Battalion. AAA at Foint
Salines Airfield forced Rangers to jump from S00 ft.
above ground level (1000 ft. is normal jump altizude!.
Circling AC-130 Spectre gunships eliminated the Foint
Salines AAA threat with a combination c¢f 105mm znd 40mm
fire. <76>

Conventional air, ground, and sea f{ortes comg.e-
mented the i1nitial special operat:ionz forcez :n the
invasgion. After 28 October 18982, mil:tary operat.ons
Grenada were wholly conventional. USN f:ghrers and
AC-130"s conducted airstrikes supporting the
conventional forces. A-10s from England AFB, Louisiana
deployed to Barbados, but saw no combat action. F-15"s
were on alert at Eglin AFB, Florida, if needed. 77

Joint SOF and conventional forces teamed tc prevent
potential terroriast action against U.S. citiczens
studying medicine on the island. (78) AC-130'3 and
fighters zupported both conventional and spec:ial

operations {orces.




Ach:lle Lauro

On 7 October 1985, Palestinian Liberation Front
(PLF) terrorists killed a wheelchair bound American
citizen on board the Italian registered ship Achille
Lauro. <79> The PLF terrorists demanded safe passage to
Tartus, Syria. <80>

After denial of safe entry into Syria or Lebanon
the terrorists sailed to Port Said, Egypt. Negotiations
allowed the terrorists safe passage out of Egvpt by
airline. Meanwhile, the Joint Special Operations
Command (JSOC) already had elements of Seal Team 6 and
Delta Force available in the Mediterranean. They were
ready to rescue the hostages 1f necessary. National
Security Council staffers concurrently thought of
intercepting the Egypt Air 737 over 1internat:icnal
airspace using USN Sixth Fleet fighters. Dur:ng =he
interception, a USN Arab linguist aboard an EA-6
convinced the airline pilot to turn under F-14 escort to
Sigonella, Sicily. <81>

The operation teamed conventional and special
operation forces. Fighters set up the special operation

by intercepting Egypt Air 737.




Libvan Raid

The United States conducted eight major exercises
in the Gulf of Sidra from 1981-1986. (82> Most were
Freedom of Navigation exercises. Libya, a sponsor of
international terrorism, challenged some of these
exercises. 83> In response to the Achille Lauro
hijackers' capture, Col. Moamamar Quadhaf: threatened
United States citizens and government officials. <84>

The United States conducted three zuccessz:iv

1]

Freedom of Navigation exercises early in 1986 i1n zhe
Gulf of Sidra. These exercises followed Libyan
sponscored terrorist acts in Malta, Vienna, and Rome.
American citizens perished in these attacks. 0On
23 March 1986, Libyan SA-5 long range surface to air
missiles (SAMs) fired at USN fighters on exerc:se. Navy
airstrikes promptly destroyed the hostile missile s:te
with anti-radiation missiles. That same day, Quadhaii
ordered more terrorist acts against Americans. British
communications intercepts on 5 April 1986 directly
linked Quadhafi to that day’'s Labelle Disco bombing :n
West Berlin. <85>

Early on the morning of 15 April 1986, USAF F-lills
from Lakenheath, England conducted a joint a:rstrike
with U.S. Navy Sixth Fleet A-6iz against “"targets l:inked
to Quadhafi’'s support of terrorism.” <(86> Thigs *“actical

alrstrike supported the U.S. strategy to "make state
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sponsors of terrorism pay a price for their actionsz. 27
The aircraft bombed five targets with mixed resulits.
The NCA planned a second strike, if necessary. <88>
Quadhafi moderated his open support of terrorism af-er
this, but still secretly supported about 30 insurgent
and internaticnal terrorist groups. <88> USAF and USN
fighters conducted conventional airstrikes against
terrorist targets. Fighters were the key players in

this contingency.

Summary of Historical Evidence

These contingency operations were military
operations short of war. Though some operations
emphasized special operations more than conventional,
all examples occurred ih the general state of conflict.
Fighters 1n the cited examples supported both
conventional and special operations forces.

The contingency operations cited have common
threads. The men involved at the tactical level felt
they were at war regardless of their proper location on
the operational continuum. The following tables will
illustrate the strategic objectives, the operational
ranges flown, and the te-~tical threats planned for by
pilots 1n each contingency.

Table 2 shows the strategic objectives of each
contingency mission. They're 1mportant because :n each

case they required tactical means to achieve sztrateg:ic
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encs.

TABLE 2: STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES <90>

CONTINGENCY

Mayaguez

Desert One

Lebanon

Grenada

Achille Lauro

Libya

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

Secure the crew of £.5.
Mayaguez

Secure the S.S. Mayaguez

Prevent Khmer Rouge
reinforcement

[Freedom of Navigation]

Rescue all American hostages
in Iran

Provide an interposition force
and contribute to a mult:i-
national presence to insure
separation of fore:gn
military units preparatory
to a full foreign withdrawal.

Re-establish full Lebanese
sovereignty over the countrv.

Insure Lebanese territory wouid
not be used to launch attacks
on Israel.

[After the terror bombing...
Protect Marine withdrawal and
retaliate for the terroricst
attack. ]

Insure the safety of American
citizens on Grenada.

Restore democratic government to
Grenada in conjunction with
the Organization of Eastern
Caribbean States.

Eliminate and prevent further
Cuban 1ntervention.

Capture the PLF hi:ackers.
Destroy major elements of Libva's

terrorist command, ftrain:ing
and support i1nfrastructure.
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Table 3 compares the operational ranges aircraf’

flew supporting the cited contingency operat:i:cns.

TABLE 3: OPERATIONAL RANGEZ (MAXIMUM) FLOWN BY
LAND BASED FIGHTER OR SOF AIRCRAFT <91:

I made the following assumptions:

Short Range = 0-200 statute miles (SM)

Medium Range = 200-300 SM

Long Range = greater than 300 SM

RANGE ACTUAL DISTANCE

Mayaguez Long {400 SM)
Desert One Long (00 SM)
Lebanon Short (15¢ SM)
Grenada Long (1950 sM)
Achille Lauro Long (1000 SM)
Libya Long (3000 M)

Aircraft in all but one example (Lebanon) regquired
long range capability. In that case, aircraft launched
from a carrier off the Lebanese coast. Carrier
aircraft (USMC, USN) provide a unique flexibility in
contingency operations because they can deploy f{rom
international waters. This avoids problems with host
nation approval of airstrikes from foreign bases.
Fighters and special operations forces of all services
will continue to require lcong range penetration

capability for contingency operations.
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Table 4 compares the threats pilots expectel or

pianned for during the contingencies. Increased

sophistication of hostile air defenses make these

migsions more difficult today.

LE 4: TACTICAL THREATES EXPECTED/PLANNED FOR
BY FIGHTER AIRCRAFT OR SOF <92

AAA SAMS FIGHTERS GRCUND
CONTRCLLED
INTERCEPT
{GCI) RADARS

Mayaguez Yes No Yes No {3
Desert One Yes Yes Yes Yes (21
Lebanon Yes Yes Yes Yes (3)
Grenada Yes No Yes No (3}
Achille Lauro No No No No (33}
Libya Yes Yes Yes Yes t4)

P-3 Orion pirlots searching for the Mayague:z
anticipated Khmer Rouge fighter interception.

SOF Aircraft decided on low altitude 1ngress becauszse
of the chance of Iranian fighters.

The chance was remote, but (a) Syrian fighters could

have challenged the Navy fighters. Some Syrians d:id
man the AAA/SAMS that fired. (b} Cuban fighters could
have challenged the deployment/invasion. (c) Libyan

fighters could have challenged the JSOC C-141 or the
Navy fighters.

Libyan fighters refused orders to fly on the night
of the Libyan raid.
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As more nations deploy fighters with look down-s
shoot down radars, SOF aircraft will have a tougher <:me
getting to their targets. SOF aircraft have large radar
cross sections (signatures) compared to fighter aircratt.
This increases their chance of radar detection as threat
radars improve. They will need fighter support in some
scenarios to survive. (93> Theoretically, nighttime
low-level SOF penetration may not be feasible :n some
areas where nations improve their electronic target
acquisition cape™:! 1ty. The need for conventicnal
fighter and .-~ _ial operations forces coordination .n
contingen.y operations will increase.

A1]1 of these contingencies were joint cperations.
Fichters prepared and executed tactical missions in
support of conventional and special operations {orces.
An exception was the Libyan raid where fighters were the
key players. Strategically, the threat of terrcrism
played in all of the contingencies. Operationally,
aircraft were often required to fly long distances.
Tactically, the capabilities of AAA, fighters and SAMs
threatened all aircraft. These historical examples show
the lack of joint and service doctrine on fighter support

for contingency operations.
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Conclusions

Contingency operations are not new to fighter
pilots. They are simply unpredictable events thatz
require their special attention. Execution of fighter
missions in contingencies is very similar to those of
wartime.

This monograph examined the adequacy of USAF

ot

fighter doctrine for contingency operations. I

introduced a model of the operational continuum to

[T

illustrate the role of doctrine and then esztabii

ne

0

>
ct
o
@D
n
1]

criteria to evaluate USAF doctrine. The first of
criteria was inclusion of contingency operations in USAF
doctrine. The second criteria was inclusion of f:fhter
support of conventional and special operaticons forces in
USAF fighter doctrine. 1It's clear that ne:ther of these
criteria are currently met.

The military must prepare for contingency
operations. This requires preparing executable doctrine
for them. Contingencies can occur across the operat:ional
continuum (peacetime competition, conflict, transition to
war, and war). Each operation tactically executed has
operational and strategic impacts. USAF fighter doctrine
must therefore address these operat:ons 1n =2nvirsnmenta
across the operational continuum and at each level of
war .

TSAF doctrine, specificallv fi1ghter dccorine.

i3}

deficient at all levels concerning contingency
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operations. At the tactical levei, the USAF nust
incorporate support of conventional and special
operations forces into the MCM 3-1 series of tactical
manuals. At the operational level, a new TACM 2-1 must
be published since it's over 11 years old. At zhe
basic level, AFM 1l-1 needs revision to incorpocrate
joint doctrinal definitions. The operational continuum
model of JCS Pub 3-0 could serve as a usefu: model to
explain environments where contingencies can occur.
Improving USAF doctrine in these areas would help pregace
fofces doctrinally for all forms of contingency
operations.

International terrorists like Hezbullah, can
simultaneously stage multiple politically sensitive
terrorist incidents worldwide. Coincidental unrelated
terrorist acts are also possible. The resoliution
of these incidents often requires the concurrent
execution of operational and tactical means. These means
can include both conventional and special operations
forces with USAF fighters in support. {945

The NCA can always opt to use fighters
(USAF, USMC, USN) in any contingency. Joint and
service doctrine must address this support. Historica.
examples incorporated into doctrine could ai1d future
planning for these operations. M~ jor General Llcyd

Hopwood commented in 1958:
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We try to make our docirine and

strategy conform to glamorous hardware.

instead of study:ng modern conflict to

find acceptable soiutions from which *o

establish the hardware requirements we

need. 95>

Eacn of the six historical contingency operat:ons
reviewed in this monograph were joint operations.
Fighters flew tactical missions in five of the =zix
examples and were planned for but not used in the other.
Fighters supported both conventional and special
operations forces in all examples except for the Libvan
raid where no ground forces participated.
Strategically, all examples involved terrorism.
Operationally, aircraft flew long ranges :in all dut cne
example. ApA, fighters, and SAMs threatened aircratf®t
1n more than half the cases. The USAF must not 1gnore
these lesscns doctrinally for history couid regpeat
1tself. (96>

Future USAF doctrine must address contingency
operations. USAF fighter doctrine must address
support of conventional and special operations forces
in contingencies. It’s wise to review Dr. I. B.

Holley's comments from 1974:

In short, doctrine is what is officially
approved to be taught. But it is far

more than just that. Doctrine 1s the
point of departure for virtually every
activity in the air arm. (97>

It’=z our obligation to correct this lack of doctrine,

and review our point of departure.
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APPENDIX A
Definitions
Contingency. An emergency involving m:

1
forces caused by natural disasters, ferrcrists
subversives, or by required military operations.

es
T
1

i t'ar"V'

the uncertainty of the situation, contingenc:
plans, rapid response and special procedures
the safety and readiness of personnel, 1i1nztal
equipment. Encliosure to JMTGM76-88, page 67.

c oen
12

Contingency Plan. A plan for major contingencies
which can reasonably be anticipated i1in the principal

geographical subareas of the command. JCS Pub. :, prage
86.

Continuum. A continuous extent, succession, or
whole nc part of which can be cis-inguished Iri:
n21¢ghboring parts exceps ¥ arbtliirary d:v
wWebs*ters II New Fiverside Tniversihty Tiot
(hereafter raferred =-o az Webztersz I .

Counterterrorism Tfif2nzive maeaz A
prevent ) Jectaen o oand oves-o - R ToTmLlel
~T ST Pub . 1, pafe 94,

Crigis. An incident or situation involving a threat
to the United States, 1its territories, citizens,
military forces, and possessions or vital :interests that
develops rapidly and creates a condition of such

diplomatic, economic, political, or military 1mportance
that commitment of U.S. Military Forces and resources :s3
contemplated to achieve national objectives. JCS Pub
3-0, page vii.

Instruments of National Power. The means
(poititical, economic, informational, and military)
available for employment in the pursuit of national
objectives. JCS Pub. 3-07, page xv.

Joint. Connotes activities, operations,
organizations, etc., in which elements of more than one
service of the same nation participate. (when all
services are not 1nvoived, the participating services
shalil be :dentified, e.g. Joint Army Navy). JCS Pub. .
page 199.

Joint Doctrine. Fundamental principies that suide
the employment of forces of two or mcre Zervices ' n
coordinated action toward a common objlective. It owill

be promuiiated by the Joint Chiefs of Staft. Znc.osure
to JMTGM-76-88, page 15.




Joint Force Air Component Commander. The :oint
force air component commander derives his auther:ity ¢
the joint force commander who has authority to exerc:
operational control, assign missions, directs
cocrdination among his subordinate commanders, redi
and organize his forces to ensure unity of effort in
accomplishment of his overall mission. The jJoint force
commander will normally designate a joint force air
component commander. The joint force air componen=
commander’'s responsibilities will be assigned by the
jJoint force commander (normally these will include, but
not be limited to, planning, coordination, allocation
and tasking based on the joint force commander's
appointment decision). Using the joint force commander’'s
guidance and authority, and in coordination with other
service component commanders and other assigned or
supporting commanders, the joint force air component
commander will recommend to the joint force commander
appointment to various missions or geographic ar<as. _-CI
Pub 3-03, page iii.

Joint Force Special Operations Component Commander
(JFSOC). The commander within a wtnified commandc.
subordinate unified command, or joint task force
responsible to the establishing commander for making
recommendations on the proper employment of special
operations forces and assets, planning and coordinating
special operations, or accomplishing such operational
missions as may be assigned. The joint force special
operations component commander i3 given the authoraity
necessary for the accomplishment of missions and tasks
as=si1gned by the establishing commander, up tvo and
including operational control. The joint force special
operations component commander will normally be the
commander with the preponderance of special operations
forces and possessing requisite command and control
capabilities. JCS Pub 3-05, page xxvi.

Joint Operation. A military action or the carry:ing
out of a strategic, operational, tactical, service,
training, or administrative military mission by forces
from two or more Military Departments; also, the conduct
of combat, including mocvement, supply, attack, defense,
and maneuvers needed to gain the objectives at any
battle or campa:gn. JCS Pub. 3-0, page viii.

Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures. The
actions and methods which implement joint doctrine and
describe how forces will be employed iIn joint
operations. They will be promulgated by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Enclosure to JMTGM-76-88, page 16.




Joint Task Force. A force composed of asszigned or
attached elements of the Army, the Navy or the Mar:ine
Corps, and the Air Force, or two or more c¢f these
Services, which is constituted and so designates by the
Secretary of Defense or by the commander of a unified
command, a specified command, or an existing j;oint task
force. JCS Pub. 1, page 202.

Multi-~gservice Doctrine. Fundamental principles
that guide the employment of force of two or three
services of the same nation in coordinated action toward
a common objective. It 1s ratified by two or three
Services, and is normally promulgated in joint Service
publications that identify the participating service,
e.g8. Army-Navy Doctrine. JCS Pub 1, page 242.

National Command Authorities. The Presiden® and
the Secretary of Defense or their duly deputized
alternates or successors. Commonly referred to zg NCA.

JCE Pub 1, page 243.

National Objectives. Those fundamental aims,
goals, or purposes of a nation, as opposed to the means
for seeking these ends - toward which a policy 1s

directed and efforts and resources of the nation are
applied. JCS Pub. 1, page 244

National Policy. A broad course of action or
statements of guidance adopted by the government at tae
national level in pursuit of national objectives. JCE

Pub. 1, page 244.

National Strategy. The art and science of
developing and using the political, economic, and
psychological powers of a nation with its armed forces.
during peace and war, to secure objectives. JCS Pub 1,
page 244.

Operational Level of War. The level of war

at which campaigns and major operations are planned,
conducted and sustained to accomplish strategic
objectives within theaters or areas of operation.
Activities at this level link tactics and strategy by
establishing operational objectives needed to accomplish
the strategic objectives; sequencing events o
achieve the operational objectives; initiating actions.
and applying resources to bring about and susta:in
these events. These activities 1mply a broader
dimension of time or space than do tactics; they ensure
the logistic and administrative support at tactical
forces; and provide the means by which tactical
successes are exploited to achieve strateg:.c
objectives, Encloszure to JMIGM-76-88., page 2.




Peacetime Competition. A non-hostile state wherein
political, econom:c, psycholingical, and military
measures, short of U.S. combat operations or active

support to warring parties, are employed to achieve
national objectives. JCS Pub. 3-0, page 1.

Peacekeeping. Efforts taken with the consent of
the civil or military authorities of the belligerent
parties to a conflict to maintain a negotiated truce in
support of diplomatic efforts to achieve and maintain
peace. JCS Pub 3-07, page xvi.

Peacemaking. A type of peacetime contingency
operation intended to establish or restore peace and
order through the use of force. JCS Pub. 3-07, page
XVi.

Peacetime Contingencies. Normally, the short-term.
rapid projection or employment of military forces :n
conditions short of war. Such employment can alsc
require a large, highly visible buildup of US mil:itary
forces over extended periods of time. JCS_Pub. 3-07,
page xvi.

Presence. (undefined in JCS Pub 1) Presence is beszst
visualized by the worldwide presence of unified
combatant commands. The size or permanence of the force

varies; presence could be a large forward-deployed force
illustrated by EUCOM's contribution to NATO, or a pors

call by just one ship at a critical time. The timel:ness
of the appearance of the force may be more influent:ial
to the success of presence than its size. U.S. military

presence 1s seen in MAAGs [Military Assistance Adviscory
Groups], missions, and security assistance operat.ons
around the world. These may reflect both our level of
interest and our assessment of the threat. On a lar<er
scale of presence, forward-deployed forces speak loudly
of U.S. global influence and represent a strong U.S.
initiative in maintaining that influence. Presence may
be considered a "show of flag.  and our military
presence has been a significant source of international
goodwill. AFSC Pub. 1, page 212.

Show of Force. (undefined in JCS Pub. 1) A show of
force 1s an extension of presence that stops short of

bringing opposing forces together 1n confi:c it has
been referred to as ‘muscle flexing: or “sab

rattling.” Properly applied and correctly timed. a show
of force may be just the deterrent required to prevens
any further escalation of hostilities. To be properly
applied, the show of force must be credible in the eves
2f our adversary. A training exercise that coin-ides




with a troublesome international political s1
m:ght be a good example of this option. AFSC
page 212.

Strategic Level of War. The level of war at which
a nation or group of nations determines nat:i:onai or
alliance security objectives and develops and uses
national resources to accomplish those objectives.
Activities at this level establish national and al
military objectives; sequence initiatives, define
and assess risks for the use of milivary and other
instruments of power; develop global or theater war
plans to achieve those objectives:. and provide armed
forces and other capabilities in accordance with the
sStrategic plan. Enclosure to JMTGM-76-88, page 1i.

lance
imits

[P

Tactical Level of War. The level of war at which
battles and engagements are planned and executed to
accomplish military objiectives ass:igned to tactical
units or task forces. Activities at this level focuz c¢cn
the ordered arrangement and maneuver of combat element
in relation to each other and to the enemy to achieve
combat objectives. Enclosure to JMTGM-76-88, page 3

[
=

Terrorigm. The unlawful use or +hreatened use of
force or violence against individuals or property to
coerce or 1ntimidate governmentis or societies, often %~
achieve political, religious, or 1deological ob;=ctives.
JCS Pub. 1, page 370.




END NOTES

1. The 1986 Goldwater Nicholszs Defencse
Reorganization Act made joint doctrine the basizs for
service doctrine. JCS Pub 2, Unified Action Armed
Forces (UNAAF) states, "Each service will ensure tha?®
its doctrine and procedures are consistent with jcinst
doctrine established by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of
Staff.’ Therefore, established joint doctrine 13 the
basis for service doctrine. The Chairman of the Jo:nt
Chiefs of Staff promulgates joint doctrine through the
Joint Staff. Services update their docwtrine 2o 2.11gn
it with joint doctrine.

Sources:

U.S. Air Force, AF Regulation 1-2 Aerosvace
Doctrine Assignment of Responsibilities for Developmen-=
of Aerospace Doctrine, (Washington D.C.:U.S. Air Fcr:ce,
25 July 1984), p. 1.

Joint Chiefs of Staff, JMITGM-76-86 US Joint
Military Terminology Group - Changes for the DOD

Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, JCS Zub
1-02 (Known asg JCS Pub ! prior to ! May 1988), (Wash:ing-
ton D.C.: Joint Chiefs of Staff, 30 Sept 1988), p 9.

2. AF Reg !-2, p. 2.

3. Author’s working definition. Mil:tary
operations short of war are addressed in the UNAAT. JCY
Pub 1 does not define this term. Joint Chiefs of Sta:if
(JCS) Publication (Pub) 2 Unified Action Armed Forces
(UNAAF) ., (Washington, D.C.: The Joint Chiefs of Staf:

December 1986), p. 2-1.

4. Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS Pub 3-0 Joctrine fer
Joint Operations Final Draft, (Washington D.C.: Joint
Chiefs of Staff, April 1989), p. x.

Also, national policy frames national object:ives
which build national strategy. National policy 13 a
"broad course of action or statements of guidance
adopted by the government at the national level 1in

pursuit of national obiectives.”™ The national
objectives are “"those fundamental aims. focals. or
purposes of a nation ... toward wvhich a policy :s

directed and efforts and resources are applied.’
National strategy 1s "the art and science of developing
and using the political, economic, and psychonliogical
power of a nation, together with its armed feorces dJduring
peace and war fauthor’'s emphasis., %o secure naticnal
objectives .’

ENDNOTE - 1




Joint Chiefs of Staff, JC3 Pub 1, Department of
Defense Dictionary of Militarv and Asszociated Terms
(Washington, D.C.: The Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1 June
1987), p. 244.

5. Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS Pub 3-0 Doctrire for

Joint Operations Final Draft, (Washington D.C.: Joint
Chiefs of Staff, April 1989), pp. vi to vii.

6. JMTGM-76-86, p. 15.
7. JCS Pub 2, p. 1-10.
8. JCS Pub 1, p. 118.

9. JCS Pub 2, pp. 3-58.

10. Air Force Manual 1-1, Basic Acrospace Docirine
of the United States Air Force (16 March i884), pp. 1-4.

il. Irving B. Holley, "An Enduring Challenge: The
Problems of Air Force Doctrine.  The Harmon Memoriai

Lectures i1in Military History 16 (1974), p. 3.

12. AFM 1-1, pp. 1-2 thru 1-3.

13. JCS Pub 1-01 outlines an organized sequence
for the development of joint doctrine. Lead agen%s,
usually services, develop, coordinate, review, and
maintain specific publications. For example, the TS
Army (USA) is lead agent for JCSE Pub 3-0, Doctrine for
Join%t Operations. The USAF 1is lead agent for JCS Put
3-03, Doctrine for Join* Interdiction Operaticns.

Normally, a Joint Doctrine Working Party at JCE
creates joint doctrine. If recommended for acceptance
as a project, they refine its scope and development
begins. Drafts are written, reviewed, and coordinated
in stages until they grow into Test Publications. An
evaluation process that includes JCS exercises, review
these documents. The Joint Staff publishes 10int
doctrine after final refinement and evaluation.

JCS Pub 1-01, pp. II-3, G-2 to G-3, V-1.
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l14. Major Terry Austin, JCS/J7-JOED, provided me
with Figure 5. PFersonal letter to Author, 13 November
1989.
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FIGURE 5: JOINT DOCTRINE PUBLICATION SYSTEM

JCS O-series publications, Capstone Warfare
Doctrine, will link joint doctrine to national strategy
and the contributions of other government agencies and
alliances. The UNAAF provides “the basic organizaticn
and command and control relationships requ:ired for
effective joint operations of the forces of twec or more
sepvices.” The .ink from the UINAAF %o Serwv:ice doctirins
13 %he JCS Pub 3 series of Pudblications.

SCS Fudb -01, p. v-i
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E -7, freely sffered %This model for use i1n this
monograph.

17. JCS Pub 3-0, p. 1x.
18. Author’'s definition.
19. Author’'s definition.

20. The strategic level of war establishes
national objectives and allocates resources to achieve
those objectives. The operational level of war uses
campaigns to accomplish these objectives with the re-
sources allocated within theaters or areas of operat:ion.
The operat:i:onal commander, usually a Unified Commander
in Chief (CINC), links the strategic to the tactical
ievel of war via his operation or campaign pilan.

Definitions are important in joint doctrine. The
Joint staff uses the US Joint Military Terminology
Group to suggest, review, and approve new, revised, and
deleted entries to JCS Pub 1.

JMTE6M-76-86: Cover Page.
21. JCS Pub 1, p. 236.

22. The Joint Operations Planning System (JOPS)
accounts for this. These procedures are defined :n J€
Pub 5-02.4, Joint Operation Planning System Volume IV
(Crisis Action Procedures). Crisgis Action Procedures
(CAP) develop and refine courses of action (COAs) at the
opera*ional and strategic levels of war. For example,
in a contingency, both JCS and European Command (EUCOM)
would parallel plan until the NCA picks a COA.

Tactical units await execution orders from the NCA
through the JCS to EUCOM. Then they execute contingency
missions. See Chart 5, Crisis Action Procedures.

AFSC Pub. 1. The Joint Staff Officer’'s Guide 1988.
(Norfolk, VA: National Defense University, Armed Forces
Staff College, July 1988)
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23. AFM 1-1, p. 3-2.

24. As an example, an important strategic goal i1n
any theater 1s air superiority. An air force commancer
directs the operational level campaign plan to achieve
that end. F-15 pilots execute the tactical offensive
counter a:r (OCA) missions.

25. AFM 1-1, p. 3-65.

26. Future contingency operations will require
joint planning and execution which implies the need for
joint doctrine and joint tactics, technigues, and
procedures (JTTP).

JCS Pub 3-07. Initial Draft Doctrine For Joint
Operations in Low Intensity Conflict. (Washington D.C.:
The Joint Chiefs of Staff, May 1989), pp. V-6 to V-7, V-13.

27. 1lbid, pp. V-2, V-6.
28. JMTGM-76-86, p. 69.
29. JCS Pub 1, p. 339.

30. A USAF officer on the Air Staff asked LTC
Thompson of the Low Intensity Conflict and Combatting
Terrorism Proponency Office, "How many A-10s does the
U.S. Army need for LIC?" in August 1989. All serv.ces
are currently looking at force ztructure aga:inst

perceived future threats. Clear jo:nt doctwrine,
incliuding definitions, serves us well 1n a time of
decreasing budgets. Personal telephone conversation,

Author with LTC Thompson, 9 November 1989.
31. JCS Pub 3-07, pp. ix-x.

32. 1Ibid, pp. V-1 thru V-15.
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33. Review these selected headlines/ editorials
cut out since monograph research began.

.

-
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N
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“"Israeli Plane Strike Shiite Base
Kansas City Times KCT, 28 Aug 89: A3.

"Cleric [pro-Iranian Muslim] Says Bush, Pope Should
Be Kidnapped,®™ KCT, 31 Aug 89: 1.

"Columbians Threaten Bush Family, Cfficials,”
Kansas City Star KCS, 27 Sept 89: 2A4A.

"CIA Director is 100% Wrong About Blurring of
Authority,” [Thinkpiece on overturning a executive crder
banning assassinationl] KCT, 21 Oct 1889: A23.

"Libya Admits having Aided Terrorists.”™ KCT, 26 Oc*
1989: All.

“Prayers Go Out for Hostages.  KCT, 28 Cct 193%: A4.

Associated Press. "Many Say Restore Ties with
Iran.” KCS, 30 Oct 19889: 1.

Associated Press. "Iranian Leader Urges Anti-U.S.
Campaign. KCS, 2 Nov 1989: AS.

Harry Summers. "Thuggees Resurrected 10 Years Ago.’
KCS, 2 Nov 1889: AlO.

"Iran Vows to Capture Americans, Try Them 1in
Islamic Courts. KCT, 2 Nov 1889: AS.

“Case Against Iran’'s Fanatical Theocracy Probabily
Cannot be Overstated.”™ KCT, 9 Nov 1989: Al7.

Associated Press. “Iran Won’t Help Get Hostages
Freed.” KCS, 9 Nov 1989: Al2.

"Iran Says Release of Assets Not a Sign of U.S.
Goodwill. ™ KCT, 10 Nov 1989: A6.

Stephen E. Winn. "More Goodies for Iran.” XCT, !l!
Nov 1689: A27.

New York Times News Service. "Rif{: Among Terror:sti:z

Alleged - Abu Nidal Power Struggle Blamed for 150 Deaths
[in Libyai.” KCS, 12 Nov 1989: Al6.
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34. USAF Special Operations School, Handbook
United States Special Operations Command (Hurliburt
Field, Florida, USAF Spec:ial Operations Schools: p. 7-%.
For further study see JCS Pubs 3-04, 3-05%, 3-07 and
5-00.2.

Joint Chiefs of Staff. Test Pub. JCS Pub 3-04.
Doctrine feor Joint Maritime Operations (Air) 3-04.
Washington, D.C.: The Joint Chiefs of Staff, ! May 1983.

Joint Chiefs of Staff. Initial Draft JCS Pub 3-05.
Doctrine for Joint Special Operations. Washing-on,
D.C.: The Joint Chiefs of Staff, June 1989.

Joint Chiefs of Staff. JCS Pub 3-07. Initial
Draft Doctrine for Joint Operations in Low Intensity
Conflict. Washington, D.C.: The Joint Chiefs of Staff,
May 1989.

Joint Chiefs of Staff. Test Pub JCS Pub 5-0C.2
Joint Task Forces (JTF) Planning Guidance and
Procedures. Washington, D. C.: The Joint Chiefs of
Staff, 15 June 1980.

35. Joint doctrine is currently deficient in the
area of contingency operations. The Navy will be the
lead agent for a future publication covering contingency
operations. Meanwhile, contingency operations are da:ily
possibilities.

LTC Tom Smith, personal coversation with Authaor,
November 1989.

36. If 1t is a small operation, the Counter-
terrorism Joint Task Forc (CTJTF) will probabiv handle
it alone, supported by conventional forces.

JCS Pub 3-07, pp. III-1 thru III-16.
37. 1Ibid, p. v-6.

38. Also, the NCA will determine the “supported
force™, normally a CINC. The "“supported” CINC :i1s the
operational level commander who controls the tactical
means to achieve operational ends. He is supportec by
the "“supporting force,” normally another CINC(s}. The
supported CINC determines the command relationship
necessary to execute the operation on the tact:cal
level.

Digging through the correct definitions of emerging
joint words can be painstaking. See the expianationz of
Combattant Command (COCOM), Operational Controil (QOFTCN)
and Guidance on Exercise of Support.
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JCS Pub 0-2, Subsection 2, Chapter 3 pagez 3-9 thru

39. JCS Pub 1, pp. 21, 301, 351 respectively.
40. Air Force Manual 1-1, pp. 3-4.

41. Ibid, p. 2-2.

42. Ibid, pp. v thru vi.

43. AF Regulation 1-2, p. 2.

44, JCS Pub 1-01, p. 3 of summary.

45. AFM !-1, pp. 1-2, 2-1 thru 2-21.

46. 1Ibid, p.3-4.

47. An attempt by the Air Staff to delete special
operations as a basic Air Force mission concerned AFSCC.
Joint doctrine lists special operations as a distinct
mission. A draft of the proposed AFM i-1 had reduce
special operations to a “broad fundamental type of
operation air power can perform.” Definitions are
important and will continue to be debated jointly and
within services.

COMAFSOC 151330L[89] MESSAGE TO HQ USAF XOXWD
SUBJECT: Air Force Manual {AFM} 1-1, Basic Aerospace
Doctrine.

48. LT. COL Skorupa’'s book is an indepth analysis
of current USAF Doctrine concerning Airlift. The latecs<t
publication date I found for TACM 2-1 was 15 Apr:il 1978.

John A.Skorupa, Lt Col, USAF. Self Protective
Measures to Enhance Airlift Operations in Hostile
Environments. (Maxwell AFB, Ala: Air University Press.
September 1989): pp. 5-6.

ENDNOTE - 8
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49 . I base my observation on phone interviews w:
numercus USAF Officers. The observation is mine alcre.
I have not gquoted these officers. They may not =27:=ze
with my observation. I did taik with 2~ 1. about the

current status of USAF operational doctrine.
USAF COL Gaskin at OSD/Net Assessment. 28 Sept 86¢.
USAF MAJ Austin at JCS J7, JOED, 11 QOct 89.

USAF LT COL Utsunomiya at the Jocint Doctrine
Center, 12 Oct 89.

USAF MAJ Fulbright at HQ USAF/XOXWD, 4 Oct 99.
USAF MAJ Ettenson at USSOCOM/S0OJ5, 16 Oct 89.
USAF LT COL Williamson at HQ TAC/XPJD, 13 Oct 89.
USAF LT COL Hayden at HQ MAC/XPPD, 13 Oct 29.
USAF LT COL Miller at HQ SAC/XPXP, 18 Oct 89.

50. Serious attempts to rewrite AFM 2-5, Tactical
Air Operations - Special Air Warfare (MAC), dated 10
March 1967, were made in the early 1980's. The draft was
never published.

USAF COL. Janneron, US SOCOM/JMA, Fersonal
telephone conversation with Author, 16 Oct 15686¢.

51. LT COL Wayne R. Williamson; Chief, Doctrine
Division; Directorate fo Join%t Matterz at HQ TAC /X2 D,
Perscnal letter to Author, dated 26 0Oct 1589.

52. Mr. John B. Hunt, LIC Specialist at the US
Army Training and Doctrine Command LIC Proponency Cffice
at Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas, Personal letter to author
dated 26 September 1989.

53. AFR 1-2, p. 5.

54, Thomas A Cardwell, III, Colonel, USAF. Commandi
Structure for Theater Warfare, The Quest for Unity of
Command. Maxwell AFB, AL: Air Univers:ity Fress,
September 1984, p. 39.

ENDNOTE - 9
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55. Lt. Col Skorupa'a book has an :intere
epi1logue that dizcusses problems with Arr Forc
doctrine.

I
2

AFR 1-2 gives an illustrative examplie of whar USAF
operational doctrine should be "An air commander
employs forces to attain air superiority by
orchestrating offensive and defensive counter a:ir
operations, suppressing enemy defenses, and coord:inatinsg
various support acticns such as warning, command,
control, and communications: deception: countermeasurss.
aerial refueling; and logistics.’

USAF Col. John Warden's book, The Air Campaign,
describes the current lack of Joint and USAF opera<:onal
doctrine. Using published joint doctrine, historical
examples, and thought provoking books like Col.
Warden's, USAF doctrine writers could produce some
current operational doctrine.

Sources:
Skorupa, pp. 182-185.

John A. Warden, III, Colonel, USAF, The A:r
Campaizgn. (Washington D.C.: National Defense Univers:ty
Press, 1988), p. 6.

56. AF Reg 1-2, page 1.

87. Other volumes in the MCM 3-seriesg are Air:-crai-
Specific (ex. Vol 3 = A-1Q). I did not research SAT,
MAC, or AFSOC 3-ser:es manualcs.

Multi Command Manual/TACM/AACM/PACAFM/USAFCM 3-_.
Volume 1; Mission Employment Tactics, Tactical
Employment, General Planning and Employment
Considerations, 57 FWW/DTW, Nellis AFB, Nevada, 4 Jul
1989: pp. 11 to ii1.
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58.
criteria
noted as

Page references that meet the monograph
are shown. Where no reference .3 found 1t 13
such.

Sources:

MCM 3-1, Vol. !, pp. 8-1 thru 3-9, A9-1 thru AQ-!
Al0 thru Al2, A7-15% thru A7-20.

Vol.

II., Unclassified review shows no reference

entire manual.

Vol.

Vol.

Vol.

Vol.

III., pp. 9-1 thru 8-37.
IV., pp. 19-10 thru 19-13.
V., p. 9-2.

VI., Unclassified review shows no referercs

entire manual.

Vol.

Vol.

Vol.
in entire

Vol.

VII., pp. 9-1 thru 9-3.

VIII., pp. 8-5 thru 8-18, F-6 thru F-8.

IX., Unclassified review shows no reference
manual .
X., Unclassified review zhows no reference .n

entire manual.

Vol.

Vol.
in entire

Vol.
in entire

Vol.

XI., pp. 8-22 thru 8-26, 9-1 thru 9-29.

XII., Ynclassified review showzs no reference
manual .

1,

N

-

PO

XIII., Unclassified review shows no retference

manual .

XIV., Unclassified review shows no reference

entire manual.

Vol.

Vol.

XV., pp. 6-9 thru 6-16.

XVIl., pp. 4-7 thru 4-9.
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56. Dr. Robert F. Futrell, "Some Patterns of A:r
Force Thought,” Air Un:versity Review (January-February
1964): p. 81.

60. Daniel P.Bolger, Americans at War: 1975-19¢E%
An Era of Violent Peace. (Novato, California: Presidio
Press, 1988), p. 20.

61. Lt. Colonel Richard F. Brauer Jr., USAF,
"Planning for Hostage Rescue Missions: A Critical
Examination.” Essays on Strategy, Selecticns from the
1984 Joint Chiefs of Staff Essay Competition,
(Washington, D.C.: National Defense Univers:ty Fress,
1985): p. 10.

62. Bolger, pp. 26-30.

63. 1Ibid, p. 92.

654 . Brauer, p. 7.

65. Otto Skorzeny, a SS commando, was a favorise
of Hitler. He had studied T.E. Lawrence. Hitler chose
Skorzeny to rescue Mussolini from Italian soldiers
disloyal to the Nazis. British fighters shot down
Skorzeny's He-111 while he was flying over Italy. Later

when Skorzeny was conducting a reconnaissance of Gran
Sasso, he narrowly missed detection by Allied fighters.

When Skorzeny landed at Frasquati, his house was
bombed by Allied bombers. On September 12, 1943, All:ied
bombers struck the base where Skorzeny was about to
launch his gliders from. Skorzeny again escaped. Afrer
the successful prisoner snatch at Gran Sasso, Skorzenv's
overloaded Fiester Fi-156 'Storch’ flew to safety. He
never got above 320 feet above ground level so as to
avoid Allied fighters. Skorzeny had learned the hard
way that special operators in airplanes are vulnerable
to fighters.

Otto Skorzeny, Skorzeny's Secret Missions: War
Memoirs of the Most Dangerocus Man in Europe. translated
by James Le Clergqg. (New York: E. P. Dutton & Co., Inc.
1950) . pp. 57-106.

ENDNOTE - 112
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66. Colonel (Col.) Charlie Beckwi:th had bu:ls
Delta Force, the rescuers, on the British Special Air

Service (SAS) mode.. He’s served an exchange tour w:izh
the SAS and had previous combat Special Forces (SF)
experience. Delta was designed as a counterterrorist
force. The situation in Tehran posed a d.fficult
problem though ... extreme long range was reguired for
penetration. Delta would have to cross long distances

of hostile Iranian airspace, undetected, before
attempting a rescue.

Lt. Col. Brauer wrote a very concise analvs.s of
Son Tay and Entebbe, which I recommend.

Sources:
Col. Charlies A. Beckwith, USA (Retd.! and Donald

Knox. Delta Force. (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanov:ch,
Publishers, 1983), pp. 95-104.

Lt. Colonel Richard F. Brauer Jr., USAF, "Flann:ing
for Hostage Rescue Missions: A Critical Examination.’
Essays on Strategy, Selections from the 1984 Joint
Chiefs of Staff Essay Competition (Washington, D.C.:
National Defense University Press, 1985).

67. Bolger, p. 150.
68. Lt. General Leroy Manor, USAF (Retd.). Joint
Task Force Commander of the Son Tay Raid, Personal

telephone conversation with Author., % October 1938G.

€9. Bolger, p. 139.
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70. One requirement for long range penetrat.ons .
stealth. The rescuers must get to their assigned area

[0}

intact and undetected. Planners must acccun: for
possible aircraft mechan:ical fairlure, irnvercspt. o Ly
hostiie fighters, and attacx 2y surface to a.» migz..=2=z
{SAMS), and anti-aircraft artilleryvy (AAA). TRasgrcus
forces need alr %o arr (AJAY andi alr o froound :
fighter proswection on call 1n some LT ionE

rescue forces are armed and 2gurzped witho Tl

We AT Sy R e AR O T O = ”

Z2loze eszcort of special operations forces by
fighters is usually disdained because of the increased
potential of radar detection. When long distances are
involved there comes a point when the distance 1s too
great for strip alert fighters to accompany rescue
forces or give responsive service 1o rescuers from s
alert, if needed. A clandestine 'hide’ airsctrip :s
possibility, but unless vertical short takeoff and .
(VSTOL) fighters are used, hides are difficult to ke
secret. Therefore diversionary strikes are usually
planned. This gives fighters the ability to swing to
emergency support of special operations forces.

ri

'y

a
and
er

A second mission was planned to free the hostages.
but never was launched. Open source literature on th:is
mission is sketchy and speculative at best. Operaticnal
surprise for a second rescue attempt was lost. I
believe that factor would lead to reliance on fighter
support for any second attempt. This would ensure
unimpeded entry of th~ rescue force into iran.

Sources:
Sid Balman Jr., "Second: U.S. Force Planned to
Invade Tehran to Free 52.° Air Force Times September, 25

1989: pp. 16-17, 22-24, 84.

Bolger, pp. 119-122.

T1. Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS Pub 3-07 Doctrine
for Joint Operations in Low Intensity Conflict. (Wash-
ington D.C.: Joint Chiefs of Staff, May 1989), p. xv1i.

72. Interpositon i3 defined as a "come between.’
Sources:
Websters II New Riverside Univers:ty Dictionary.

(Boston Massachusetts: Kiverside Publishing, 1984), p.
638.

Bolger, p. 196.
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73. Bolger, pp. 214-223.
T4 . 3olger, p. 126.

75. A counterterrorist operator, Gayle Rivers
(pseudonym), claims that the raids were a diversion for
US Special Forces carrying out “much more efficient and
devastating reprisal raids.” I won't address assassin-
ation any further in this monograph as an opticn %o
combat terrorism. See The Specialist by Gaylie Rivers,
pages 12-21 for an interesting analysi:s of retaliation.
For terrorist acts read pages 184-200 in his book The
War Against Terrorists.

Gayle Rivers, The Specialist, Revelations of a
Counterterrorist (New York: Stein and Day, 1985): The
War Against Terrorists (1986) .

Also note: Two USN planes were shot down; one A-23
and one A-T7. One pilot was killed, one rezcued. and
right seater was captured by Syrian forces and later
released to Jesse Jackson. Gen. Lawson of European
Comand stated, "We're still looking for where the
Jersey rounds hit.~

David C. Martin, and John Walcott. Best La
Plans: The Inside Story of Americas War Against
Terrorism (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1988), p.
392

b
(o8

76. Bolger, pp. 305-320.

Also Note: The AC-130 1s an effective weapon f{or
precision air to ground support. But “the AC-130 s no-=
survivable in a high threat environment and not always
available or usable in every scenario.” The JSAF
Special Operations School Handbook states that "with:in
permissive environments [author's emphasis], 1t 1s
especially effective.’ Permissive environment in this
context means a low threat posed by enemy AAA, fighters,
and SAMs. Grenada, fortunately, was a permissive
environment. AAA is still a potent weapon against f:ixed
and rotary wing aircraft.

Sources:

Col. Richard F. Braver, Jr., USAF, Commandant.
USAF Special Operations School, Personal letter to
Author, 29 September 1989.

Handbook United States Special Opera*tions Commanid,
p. 5-i1.
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77. Bolger, pp. 201-324.

78. Grenada was a &true join%t operation. A JSAF
Air Liaison officer (ALO) with the Rangers jumped :un
the assault. While calling in airstikes for his
battalion, he was wounded by a short bomb dropped bv the
Navy. A Marine General awarded him h:s Purple Heart.

on

Col. John W. Lieberherr, USAF, Deputy Commander
for Operations, USAF Fighter Weapon Schooi. Persona.
letter to Author 24 October 1989.

79. The PLF is an off shoot of Yassir Arafat’'s
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO).

U.s. Department of State. Patterns of Globa:
Terrorism. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department cf State,
1988)

80. Bolger, pp. 362-365.

81. Captain James Stark (USN) is given cred:t for
the idea. Lt. Col. Oliver North (USMC) is given credit
for selling the idea.

Sources:
Martin, p. 245-249.
Bolger, p. 374.

The Mediterranean is a large area to search; do:in
1t at night, secretly, 15 even more compiicated. Sixe
Fleet F-l4s actually intercepted a blacked-out T-.4
carrying elements of JSOC before they i1ntercepted t
airliner!

Also, political problems plagued the operation Irom
this point. When the Egypt Air plane landed at
Sigonella, a “"stalemate” occurred between JSOC and local
Italian Carabinieri (Italy’'s military national police).
President Reagan eventually told JSOC to turn the
terrorists over to the Italians. The hijackers went to
Italian jails; unfortunately Abul Abbus, the mastermind
of the incident, escaped to Yugoslavia.

Boliger, p. 376.

82. Bolger, p. 390.
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83. U.s. Department of State. Fatterns of Giota.
Terrorism, p. 45.

84 Quadhafi vowed in August 1981 to k:ili
President Reagan after US Navy Jets shot down two Libyan
fighters who deliberately fired on them. Piarns to
counter Libyan threats began in November 1621. Iz
wasn’t until January 1986 that President Reagan severed
all economic ties with Libya and ordered all remaining
Americans to leave Libya. This was the end of a process
of graduated diplomatic actions geared to pressure
Quadhafi to cease sponsorship of international terrcriz:
organizations.

Sources:

Bolger, p. 363.

Martin, pp. 72-73, 80-81, 275.
85. Martin, pp. 283-286.

86. Martin, p. 290.

87. U.S. Department of State. Patterns of Global
Terrorism, p. iv.

88. No open source material that I could find
admits to any special operations planned, ordered. cr
executed in conjunction with the conventional airzirixe.
Search and rescue forces were probably plianned for :in
case pilots were shot down in enemy territory.

Martin, p . 315.

89. U.s. Department of State. Patterns of Giobal
Terrorism, p. 45.

90. Bolger, pp. 49, 139, 197, 265, 369, 406.

Also John F. Lehman, Jr., Ccmmand of the Seas,
Building the 600 Ship Navy {(New York: Charles
Scribner’'s Sons, 1988), p. 327.

91. My definition of range is purely opiniorn.
Actual distances are given so readers can draw their
own conclusions. For the Lebanon and Ach:1le Laurc

examples I used the airfield on Crete as the point of
departure for a USAF a:ircraft distance comparison.

Readers Digest, Readers Difgest World Wide Atlas
(New York: The Readers Digest Associration, 1679), pp.
34-95. 100, Si, 107, 64.
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1g62. Sources:

Mayaguez: Bolger, pp. 25, 41-42.

Desert One: Bolger, pp. 26, 121-122, 150-151.
Lebanon: Lehman, pp. 326-338.

Grenada: Bolger, pp. 300-301, 310-337.
Achille Lauro: Author's opinion on Note 3.
Libya: DBolger, pp. 412-413.

93. Brauer, letter.

94. See Chapters 6 and 7 of Gayle River's The War
Against the Terrorists.

Gayle Rivers, The War Against Terrorists. (New
York: Stein and Day, 1986)

95. Futrell, p. 87.

96. Recently, USAF F-4 pilots stationed at Clark
Arr Force Base, helped thwart a coup attempt against
Phillipine President Corazon Aquino. The pilots flew
counter air missions to guard against T-28s that had
previously bombed the Malacanang Presidential Palace.
These conventional fighter missions were military
operations short of war. The missions were tact:ically
executed under an operational level contingency plan.
The NCA gave strategic guidance.

Sources:

Associated Press. "Aquino Troops Repel Rebels, US
Warplanes Offer Protection.” KCE, 2 December 1939: 1

New York Times. "US Feared Overthrow of Aquino,
American Planes Helped Turn Tide." KCT, 2 December
1989: 1.

Associated Press. "Fighting Continues in Manila,
Rebel Coup Effort Traps Foreigners in Financial Area.’
KCS, 4 December 1989: 1.

Associated Press. "Americans Still Trapped in
Manila. ™ KCSE, 5 December 1989: 1.

Assocrated Press. "Phillipine Rebelg Free
Amer:cans.” KCT, 6 December 1989: 1.

97. Holley, p. 2.
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